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Alan Azer Dressler 

Attorney at Law 
633 Battery Street, Suite 635 
San Francisco, California 94111 
(415)421-7980 


May 16, 2016 


William P. Schaefer 

Asst. U.S. Attorney 

450 Golden Gate Ave -11th Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94103 


Re : Raymond Chow 


Dear Mr. Schaefer: 

This letter and the attached proffer is submitted pursuant 
to Rule 11 of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, Rule 410 
of the Federal Rules of Evidence, United States Sentencing 
Guideline §1B1.8 and the proffer agreement between myself and the 
government which I have been authorized by Mr. Chow to sign. 

Enclosed herein is a description of three events to which I 
believe Mr. Chow can testify. 


Sincerely yours, 


Alan Dressier 
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Incident No. 1. 

Mr. Chow can testify concerning the murder of one of the leaders of a rival organization which 
he believes took place in late 1 990 . This murder was authorized by Peter Chong and another 
individual (who Mr. Chow can identify) and can be fairly characterized as part of the RICO 
conspiracy alleged in the indictment. Mr. Chow can testify as to the events which preceded this 

killing, the motive for it, and the facts and circumstances surrounding a number of meetings 

during which the proposed murder was discussed. Mr. Chow was asked by Peter Chong (and I 
believe this other person) to recruit someone to do the killing and in fact did so. In order to 
make it possible for Chong and the other individual to be out of the city when the killing took 
place Mr. Chow advised them of the approximate time that the event would occur. Mr. Chow 
believes that Peter Chong left town just before the killing but is not sure about the other person. 
Mr. Chow was not present during the killing, however, after the killing Mr. Chow advised those 
actually involved in the killing to retrieve the murder weapon and he witnessed their disposal this 
weapon. The person who actually did the shooting confessed to Mr. Chow and Mr. Chow is 
able to identify this person. 


Incident No. 2 

Sometime around 1989 Peter Chong advised Mr. Chow about a killing that took place at a bar in 
the vicinity of Japanese Town. This occurred at either the CAT or CATS bar. Due to the poor 
acoustics in the interview room this is the best I can do in terms the name of the bar. This 
homicide was committed by a group of individuals that worked directly under Mr. Chong. Mr. 
Chow can identify and provide other information about the leader of this group and the fact that 
Chow was told by Chong that this person was inside the bar at or about the time of shooting 
acting as a scout. Mr. Chow believes that Mr. Chong was told about this homicide after the fact 
but that he ratified the action - presumably because it advanced the aims of his organization. Mr. 
Chong told Mr. Chow the names of two individuals involved in this shooting however Mr. Chow 
only remembers the name of the shooter. Subsequent to the homicide the shooter admitted in 
Mr. Chow’s presence that he was the one who had done the actual killing. 


Incident No. 3. 

This last incident involves a killing that took place in Chinatown. Mr. Chow believes that the 
victim was a Vietnamese gang member from the Tenderloin. He believes he can name the exact 
location however I had a difficult time understanding him, again because of the poor sound 
quality of the speakers in the interview room. Mr. Chow believes this killing was not a planned 
event but occurred because of the fact that Mr. Chong had given his underlings instructions to 
dissuade gang type individuals not known to the organization from establishing any kind of 
presence in Chinatown. He can describe the methods by which Chong’s directive was carried 
out. In any event one night at approximately 8:00 p.m. Mr. Chow was a passenger in a vehicle 
driven by Mr. Chong when Mr. Chong received a telephone call from one of his underlings 
advising him that a shooting had just taken place in Chinatown. Mr. Chong asked the location 
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of the shooting and told the caller that he and Mr. Chow were heading towards that area and were 
not far away. Chong told Chow the name of the person who had done the shooting, however, he 
is not sure if this was the caller or not. During this conversation Mr. Chong described the gun 
used to Mr. Chow and Chow expressed his surprise that this person was able to obtain the 
particular weapon used in the shooting. Mr. Chong then told Mr. Chow who had provided this 
weapon. Mr. Chow can identify the weapon used in this shooting and the person who provided 
the weapon is known to Mr. Chow. This person had a leadership role of some kind in Chong’s 
organization. During this same conversation Mr. Chong was advised that the police had not yet 
arrived and that the gun had been tossed in a trash can. Mr. Chong and Mr. Chow drove to the 
area where the gun was and located the trash can, however, Mr. Chow did not find the gun. Mr. 
Chong called the individuals involved again and was advised that they had retrieved the gun. 
After this shooting Mr. Chong feared that it would set off a violent conflict between the 
Chinatown and the Tenderloin gang to which the victim apparently belonged. He ordered Mr. 
Chow and a large number of heavily armed individuals to visit the leadership of this gang, 
explain the situation, and diffuse it. This was done and was apparently successful. 


